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No: Indicator Target
Points 

Earned

Max 

Points

% 

Points 

Earned

1a. ELA Performance Index – All Students 75 96.0 100 96.0

1b. ELA Performance Index – High Needs Students 75 83.7 100 83.7

1c. Math Performance Index – All Students 75 82.3 100 82.3

1d. Math Performance Index – High Needs Students 75 71.8 100 71.8

1e. Science Performance Index – All Students 75 72.2 100 72.2

1f. Science Performance Index – High Needs Students 75 62.8 100 62.8

4a. Chronic Absenteeism – All Students <=5% 46.3 50 92.6

4b. Chronic Absenteeism – High Needs Students <=5% 40.0 50 80.0

5 Preparation for CCR – % taking courses 75% 0.0 0 0.0

6 Preparation for CCR – % passing exams 75% 0.0 0 0.0

7 On-track to High School Graduation 94% 45.1 50 90.2

8 4-year Graduation All Students (2014 Cohort) 94% 0.0 0 0.0

9 6-year Graduation - High Needs Students (2012 Cohort) 94% 0.0 0 0.0

10 Postsecondary Entrance (Class of 2014) 75% 0.0 0 0.0

11 Physical Fitness (estimated part rate) and (fitness rate) 98.6% 47.9% 75% 31.9 50 63.8 87.6% #####

12 Arts Access 60% 0.0 0 0.0

Accountability Index 632.1 800 79.0

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

72.8%
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These statistics are the first results from 
Connecticut's Next Generation 
Accountability Model for districts and 
schools. For detailed information and 
resources about every indicator including 
the rationale for its inclusion, the 
methodology used as well as links to 
resources, research, and evidence-based 
strategies, please see the document titled 
Using Accountability Results to Guide 
Improvement.

This model is the direct result of an 
extensive consultation process over a two 
year period. The CSDE sought feedback 
from district and school leaders, 
Connecticut educators, state and national 
experts, CSDE staff, and many others. 
This model was outlined in Connecticut’s 
flexibility application to the U.S. 
Department of Education and formally 
approved by the USED in August 2015. 



Type of Aggregation-
Index- Average with Weights

Source:  CCSSO Conference, Ryan Reyna and Andrew Rice presenters 6/8/16 
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Jones High School 58 65 61 98 72 64 76 15 63.6

Smith Academy High 35 37 36 76 79 56 39 29 48.4

Frakes Secondary School 24 29 31 59 21 75 35 26 37.5

Madson High School 86 80 85 43 54 96 80 82 75.8

Darwish Secondary High School 32 25 35 72 70 57 58 56 50.6

Icenogle High School 86 84 79 84 61 25 72 78 71.1

Palmquist Secondary School 95 89 82 94 35 68 92 89 80.5

Solina High School 31 26 36 35 63 95 47 16 43.6

Spencer Community School 65 63 70 61 49 64 63 73 63.5

Lindsay High School 23 27 25 57 67 43 50 64 44.5



Type of Aggregation-
Index- Counts of Struggling Areas

Source:  CCSSO Conference, Ryan Reyna and Andrew Rice presenters 6/8/16 
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Jones High School 58 65 61 98 72 64 76 15 1

Smith Academy High 35 37 36 76 79 56 39 29 0

Frakes Secondary School 24 29 31 59 21 75 35 26 2

Madson High School 86 80 85 43 54 96 80 82 0

Darwish Secondary High School 32 25 35 72 70 57 58 56 1 (2)

Icenogle High School 86 84 79 84 61 25 72 78 1

Palmquist Secondary School 95 89 82 94 35 68 92 89 0

Solina High School 31 26 36 35 63 95 47 16 1 (2)

Spencer Community School 65 63 70 61 49 64 63 73 0

Lindsay High School 23 27 25 57 67 43 50 64 2 (4)
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HOW TO SUPPORT IMPROVEMENT?



After identifying schools: 

For schools that fall into one of the intervention 
categories (overall, equity gap, high school 
graduation), school districts must complete a 
comprehensive support and improvement plan that: 

• is informed by the indicators and long-term goals 
from the state’s accountability system, 

• includes evidence-based interventions,

• is responsive to a school-level needs assessment, &

• identifies resource inequities that will be addressed. 
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Using the Dashboard for 
Improvement 

• School / District annual review in the context 
of planning and goal-setting  

• Regional (e.g. BOCES) or state review to offer 
learning supports for networks, examine 
trends (locally and statewide), identify 
successes for documentation and emulation

• Identify districts / schools for needed 
intervention 

-- Diagnostic review 

-- Supports for strategic changes



School Quality Review / 
Diagnostic Tool for School and District Effectiveness 
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Support for Improvement

• Teams of expert educators trained to work with 
struggling schools

• School pairs and networks for learning

• Content collaboratives / subject matter projects

• Trained curriculum coaches 

• Wraparound services, including extended 
learning after school and in summer 

• School redesign initiatives based on research 
and best practices
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Multiple Levels of Support
Tier/level Type of Support

All
Improvement 

and Shared 

Learning for 

All LEAs

The measures will help recognize success/identify the strengths of LEAs and 

schools and therefore will serve as a means to identify which LEAs and schools 

are well-positioned to share their successful practices with others through formal 

and informal improvement efforts across schools and LEAs. State and County 

Offices of Education will also develop tools and supports available to all LEAs 

and schools (Planning supports, professional development, vetted best practices, 

etc.)

Focused
Improvement 

Support

State and County Offices of Education will use the selected accountability 

measures to identify schools and LEAs in need of focused intervention, and the 

areas in which improvement supports are needed, and help connect them to useful 

supports and learning opportunities. 

Intensive
Improvement 

Support

State and County Offices of Education will use accountability measures to 

identify LEAs and schools that need more comprehensive and intensive supports 

to make large improvements in performance and/or growth. These measures will 

not only help to identify where intensive supports are needed, but what other 

similar LEAs might be best positioned to provide them in a partner relationship. 



In sum…

• Be thoughtful about the implications of indicators
– What supports will be needed for schools to succeed in 

achieving the genuine goal of the indicator?
– What unintended consequences might occur if schools do not 

have knowledge or capacity to meet the goals of an indicator?

• Be wary of including indicators without a clear purpose
– How might the number of data points affect clarity of message 

about  what matters? What are the most important messages 
you want to send to parents, students, advocates?

• Consider what measures belong in federal accountability, 
and which will be implemented as part of deeper 
diagnostics and continuous improvement processes
– Accountability indicators are just the starting point – they 

should lead to further analysis and capacity-building to address 
root causes.




